The growth of sport management has led to concerns about the quantity and quality of candidates for faculty positions. In addition to trying to recruit recent doctoral graduates, many programs focus on recruiting established faculty members. This study examines factors affecting the willingness of sport management faculty to accept new positions, and the likelihood of leaving their current positions. While the likelihood of leaving was not high, objective factors such as salary and location were important to those willing to take a new position. Subjective factors such as fi t within the program and quality of faculty in the program were also important, whereas several factors were less important (e.g., recruiter description, recruiter approach, and leadership opportunities). Results confi rm that attracting faculty in sport management is challenging and universities must consider a combination of strategies to attract them.
faculty positions in sport management (Mahony, Mondello, Hums, & Judd, 2004) . In fact, Mahony et al. found that the number of advertised faculty positions in sport management increased from 48 in 1996-1997 to 112 in 2000-2001 . However, the number of doctoral graduates during this period averaged only 15 per year.
With the large difference between supply and demand, legitimate concerns exist about the quantity and quality of applicants for faculty positions in sport management (Mahony et al., 2004; Mondello, Mahony, Hums, & Moorman, 2002; Weese, 2002) . Search committee chairs in Mondello et al. indicated they generally had few applicants and low-to-moderate satisfaction with the overall quality of those applicants. With few doctoral students available, many search committees are targeting more experienced sport management faculty. In fact, many jobs advertised in recent years sought individuals at a rank above assistant professor. While attracting experienced sport management faculty members has become increasingly important, little is known about them or the factors important to them when looking at a new position.
Recruitment Literature
Most empirical research on recruitment in higher education has focused on the administrator perspective, including what qualities administrators look for in a candidate and what factors infl uence the decision made by administrators in the hiring process (Young, Rinehart, & Place, 1989) . However, more recent research efforts followed the lead of researchers in noneducation areas and examined the decision-making process from the applicantsʼ perspective (Young et al., 1989) . It is important to note that while this line of research used the term applicant, researchers in this area use the same theories to examine both actual applicants and potential applicants (Kjorlien, 2001) .
The authors of the current paper were interested in examining factors affecting the likelihood that a sport management faculty member would take a new position. With this in mind, job choice theory appeared to provide the best guide for identifying possible factors. Job choice theory, originally articulated by Behling, Labovitz, and Gainer (1968) , is a comprehensive approach to understanding the factors affecting job decisions and is actually a combination of three distinct theories: (a) objective theory, (b) subjective theory, and (c) critical contact theory. The objective theory of job choice views job applicants as being economically driven and researchers predict applicants will accept the jobs with the best combination of economic benefi ts (Young et al., 1989) . Factors such as base salary, opportunities for supplemental pay, benefi ts packages, location, and job responsibilities are particularly important to the applicant.
In contrast, the subjective theory of job choice views applicants as being psychologically driven and affected more by their desire to fulfi ll their psychological needs than their desire for additional economic rewards (Young et al., 1989) . Applicants try to fi nd a job with an "organization that is perceived to have a work environment which is most conducive to their particular psychological needs" (Young et al., 1989, p. 330) . In other words, applicants will be more likely to accept a job with an organization when they believe their personality matches the fi rmʼs image (Tom, 1971) . This suggests organizations understanding employee emotional needs, and structuring a position to meet those needs, should be most successful in recruiting quality employees (Behling et al., 1968) . It is also important for the organization to recognize that while some job-related factors can be adjusted to meet the needs of the applicant, many factors are not easily adjustable (e.g., research expectations), and it would be a mistake to mislead the applicant about these factors during the recruitment process.
The critical contact theory suggests applicants are not capable of comparing fi rms based on objective and subjective factors for a variety of reasons, including a lack of time and experience (Behling et al., 1968) . Therefore, applicants make decisions based on the interactions with the recruiter and through the information this individual provides about the job (Young et al., 1989) . The implication here is that organizations using impressive recruiters, having structured interviews, and doing the best job of presenting critical information about the work itself will be most successful at recruiting employees. Overall, previous research has supported the objective theory (e.g., Butler, Sanders, & Whitecotton, 2000; Pounder & Merrill, 2001; Rynes & Miller, 1983; Young et al., 1989) , subjective theory (e.g., Butler et al., 2000; Pounder & Merrill, 2001; Young et al., 1989) , and critical contact theory (e.g., Harris & Fink, 1987; Pounder & Merrill, 2001; Rynes & Miller, 1983; Schmitt & Coyle, 1976; Young et al., 1989) . However, in different settings the relative importance of each varied (Pounder & Merrill, 2001; Young et al., 1989) . Therefore, examining each in the current paper was logical.
Retention Factors
Whereas the primary focus of this paper is on faculty recruitment, the authors also examined faculty retention. Given the large number of faculty positions available and the small number of qualifi ed faculty, universities must also focus on faculty retention. Previous research on faculty in other disciplines found fi nancial compensation and workload to be key factors in faculty turnover and retention (e.g., Matier, 1990; Miller, Jackson, & Pope, 2001) . Therefore, the current paper also examined the impact of these factors on turnover intentions.
Method Participants
In order to address recruitment and retention issues, the authors surveyed 427 faculty members in North America currently teaching in sport management programs. The address list came from two sources: the North American Society for Sport Management membership list (for 2003) and college and university sport management Web pages. Participants had the option of completing a hard copy of the survey by mail or going to a Web site and completing the survey there. Follow-up e-mail reminders were sent to the participants every month for 3 months, with the survey attached and a link to the Web site. Overall, 178 individuals responded, with 172 usable surveys for a fi nal response rate of 40.28%. The respondents were primarily white males (73.10%), with an average age around 44.
Measurement
The survey had three parts. Part A collected basic demographic information (e.g., tenure status, gender, year of birth). The participants were then asked (on a 5-point Likert scale, 1 = much lower and 5 = much higher) to evaluate their workloads (the research, teaching, and service expectations of their positions versus typical faculty positions in the fi eld) and rewards (the comparison of their salary versus the typical faculty salaries in the fi eld). They were also asked, "Would you ever consider leaving your current institution for a sport management faculty position at another institution?" If they responded yes, they were then asked the likelihood they would leave for a new position (on a 5-point Likert scale, 1 = highly unlikely and 5 = highly likely). It is important to note that only participants who indicated they would consider leaving completed the items in Part B and C.
Part B included one open-ended question asking participants to list three to fi ve factors that would be most important to them when deciding to accept a new job. Part C asked respondents the importance of various job attributes to consider when deciding whether to take a new job. This list of items was generated based on research on job choice theory (e.g., Behling et al., 1968; Pounder & Merrill, 2001; Young et al., 1989) which identifi ed three categories of factors-objective, subjective, and critical contact. Within the objective category, factors included (a) compensation, (b) work setting, (c) leadership opportunities, (d) rank/tenure, (e) location, (f) teaching workload responsibilities, and (g) research opportunities. Within the subjective category, factors included (a) reputation; (b) satisfaction of work needs; (c) feelings of being wanted by the university; and (d) similarity of goals, culture, and fi t in the organization. Within the critical contact category, the factors included (a) recruiter approach and (b) recruiter description. The survey asked participants to evaluate each item on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = not at all important, 7 = very important). Some items came directly from previous research (e.g., Young et al., 1989) , but no scale existed to examine college faculty in sport management, so many of the items were generated by the authors of the current study. A panel of experts reviewed the instrument before distributing it to the respondents, and the researchers modifi ed the survey based on their suggestions.
Analysis
Descriptive statistics were generated for the items in Part A. In order to do a preliminary analysis on relationships among the items within each factor in Part C, the authors then computed Cronbachʼs alpha coeffi cients for each factor. In addition, the authors used a multiple regression analysis to examine the impact of various factors on the likelihood of leaving. The four independent variables were (a) perceptions of current research expectations in comparison with others, (b) perceptions of current teaching expectations in comparison with others, (c) perceptions of current service expectations in comparison with others, and (d) perceptions of current salary in comparison with others. The dependent variable was how likely they were to leave their current position. The authors used multiple regression analysis in this case because the dependent variable, willingness to leave the current position, was normally distributed. The authors analyzed the R 2 , adjusted R 2 , F value, and the standardized beta coeffi cients. The authors also transcribed the responses in Part B word-for-word and distributed them to each author to review independently. The authors tabulated and categorized each response independently and attempted to combine those under the same categories listed above for the quantitative data in Part C (Malhotra, 1996) . After examining the data independently, the authors compared their analyses for similarities and differences in categories. Initial intercoder reliability was 76.97%. By discussing the independent analysis together, the researchers reached consensus on the categorizations for each response.
Results

Descriptive Statistics
Using responses from Part A of the survey, Tables 1 through 3 present the means, standard deviations, frequencies, and percentages by rank. Several results are worth noting. First, there was little variability by rank except where expected (e.g., age, years of teaching, years at institution, salary, tenure, administration, would consider leaving). Second, although approximately 91% were untenured, over a third of the assistant professors had some administrative title. This has implications for the diffi culty that some sport management faculty members may face when trying to meet tenure requirements. Third, the population was largely white (95.80%) and male (73.10%), which has implications for the ability of programs to hire a diverse faculty and points to unsuccessful attempts in recruiting minorities into sport management doctoral programs. Fourth, the base salaries for tenure-track faculty in the United States (see Table 3 ) started at $45,001-50,000 for the assistant professor level and reached $70,001-75,000 for the professor level. However, many appeared to make around $5,000-10,000 above their base salary for other activities (e.g., summer school teaching). In addition, the relatively high standard deviations suggest salaries vary across universities. The salaries in Canada were generally higher at the upper ranks, but based on the exchange rate at the time of the study (about 1.4 Canadian dollars to 1 U.S. dollar), the pay was actually better in the United States. Fifth, sport management faculty as a group did not appear to be interested in changing jobs frequently. The average number of institutions at which they worked was less than two (M = 1.82), they spent most of their careers at one institution (7.88 of 9.28 years teaching), over 25% indicated there was no possibility they would leave, and the remainder did not indicate a strong preference for moving (M = 3.02 on a scale of 1 to 5). Sixth, the average age was about 44 years old (the median was also 44 years old). Given the average number of years the respondents had been teaching, it appears typical faculty members began teaching in their mid-30s, and are many years away from retirement. Seventh, the means for the faculty membersʼ comparisons of their teaching expectations, research expectations, and service expectations were near or above the average on a 5-point Likert scale, indicating they were slightly more likely to indicate that the expectations in these areas were higher at their current institution than the standard in the fi eld. The mean for salary comparison was slightly below the midpoint on the scale, indicating that respondents were more likely to indicate that their pay was lower than the norm. However, there was some variability in the responses to these items (see Table 2 ). 
Factors Affecting Turnover Intentions
The results of the multiple regression analysis with four independent variables (perceptions of current research expectations in comparison with others, perceptions of current teaching expectations in comparison with others, perceptions of current service expectations in comparison with others, and perceptions of current salary in comparison with others) and "likelihood of leaving their current position" as the dependent variable were signifi cant (R 2 = 0.10; adjusted R 2 = 0.07; F(4, 123) = 3.356, p = .012). However, research expectations (β = .118, p = .226), teaching expectations (β = −0.050, p = .610), and service expectations (β = 0.073, p = .443) were not signifi cant, and the only signifi cant predictor in the model was perceptions of their current salary in comparison with that of others (β = −0.317, p > .001). Moreover, none of the fi rst three independent variables were signifi cantly correlated with the dependent variable and the adjusted R 2 was highest when the current salary was the only independent variable (R 2 = 0.09; adjusted R 2 = 0.08; F(1, 127) = 11.605, p > .001). Overall, the analysis indicated that faculty who felt they were undercompensated in comparison to others indicated they were most likely to leave. However, only a small portion of the variance in likelihood of leaving was predicted by the salary comparison. Table 4 presents means and standard deviations for the items in Part C and frequencies for the open-ended question in Part B. Only those participants (n = 126) who indicated they would be willing to leave their current position responded to these questions. An examination of the means indicated those items with the highest means were objective items, such as base pay (M = 6.29), location (town or city) (M = 6.24), and location (part of country) (M = 6.23). However, many subjective items were also rated as important, including organization cares about me (M = 6.11) and fi t in the department or program (M = 6.00). However, the critical contact items generally had lower means, with only recruiter is informative (M = 4.53) and recruiter is positive and friendly (M = 4.53) above the midpoint of the scale. When the items were grouped under factors, those rated most important were location (M = 6.20), feelings of being wanted by the university (M = 5.79), rank/tenure (M = 5.66), compensation (M = 5.62), and satisfaction of work needs (M = 5.56). Most of Cronbachʼs alpha coeffi cients exceeded .70 and all were above .60.
Factors Affecting the Likelihood of Taking a New Job
Perhaps the most interesting results from the comparison of the responses in Part B and Part C were the high levels of consistency on some items and the inconsistency on others. For example, the two most often mentioned terms were compensation (108) and location (97), which was very similar to the results from the quantitative section.
Whereas a few open-ended responses appeared consistent with the ratings in Part C, a number of items evaluated highly in Part C were rarely mentioned in the open-ended section. In particular, satisfaction of work needs, rank/ tenure, and wanted by the university were rarely or never mentioned. Respondents also generally ignored "work setting" items in the open-ended responses. This may indicate that even though these items are "important," they are not as salient and do not outweigh other highly rated items, such as salary and location. 
Discussion
The results provided a number of insights into the current faculty job market in sport management as well as implications for institutions seeking to fi ll sport management faculty positions and retain their current faculty. The results confi rmed the diffi culties faced by programs attempting to recruit sport management faculty (Mondello et al., 2002) . In addition to the problems created by the low number of doctoral students produced each year (Mahony et al., 2004) , sport management faculty do not appear to have a strong desire to change jobs and do not appear to change jobs frequently. Respondents worked at fewer than two institutions and were at their current institution for most of their careers. It is important to note, however, that the sample was relatively young (average age of around 44), so some may work at more institutions by the end of their career. Still, over 25% indicated they would not leave their jobs under any circumstances and even for those who indicated they would consider leaving, the likelihood was only about neutral. While the results certainly did not indicate getting sport management faculty to move was impossible, it is likely going to be diffi cult in many cases. This result is quite logical given the realities of the current job market. Because the faculty job market has been favorable for applicants a number of years (Mahony et al., 2004) , most sport management applicants probably had a few job choices when they accepted their current position, so it is likely many were already able to accept positions favorable to them. Therefore, the fact the respondents did not indicate a strong desire to leave their current positions makes sense. 
Suggestions for Universities
Based on the data from this survey, attracting experienced faculty in sport management is a challenge. Those seeking to increase diversity in their faculty face even greater challenges because of the high percentage of white males. However, the authors can provide a number of suggestions for search committees seeking to hire current sport management faculty and those trying to retain their current faculty. First, the analyses clearly indicated that fi nancial compensation was important. The only factor that increased the likelihood of leaving a current position was the belief that oneʼs salary was lower than the norm. This is consistent with previous research, which found positive relationships between pay and job satisfaction (Terpstra & Honoree, 2004) and job changes (Gomez-Mejia & Balkin, 1992) . Although a number of items related to fi nancial compensation were important, base pay had the highest mean among all items. This suggests being able to offer a competitive salary is important to the success of a search or in retaining a valuable faculty member. The data in Table 3 provides universities some valuable information about the "going rates," but sport management programs still may face diffi culties convincing their universities to pay the higher rates. Whereas high enrollments in sport management programs could help the programs make this case, limited grant funding in sport management will make it diffi cult in some cases (Mondello et al., 2002) . However, given the clear supply-demand imbalance in the sport management faculty job market, it is likely that candidates in sport management will be able to get higher salaries than faculty in areas where far more candidates than positions are available (e.g., history, English). Second, location was clearly among the most important factors in each of the analyses. At fi rst, location would appear to be an item beyond the control of the search committee (i.e., a university cannot change its location to please a potential candidate). However, the importance of location does suggest that when search committees are focusing on recruiting candidates, they should spend time focusing on the positives relative to their location (e.g., family friendly, cultural activities). A tour of the community, with a focus on its positive aspects, would appear to be critical in recruiting. Search committees must realize the importance of recognizing that different locations may appeal to different people, so the tour and positive aspects that the search committee focuses on may vary for different candidates. This suggests that getting to know potential candidates before the onsite interview will be very helpful so the search committee knows what to promote about the local community. This is not always easy because universities often have policies about the consistency of questions and the like presented to each candidate and some questions are not allowed (e.g., marital status and family). Still, many candidates share information about themselves with search committees even when the committee does not ask.
Third, other objective factors were also important. For example, respondents rated rank, tenure, and promotion issues as very important. Organizations may sometimes have to overreach with their offers to fi ll open positions. For example, offering a strong candidate an associate professor position instead of an assistant title may be important. However, the fact that few respondents identifi ed these items in the open-ended section would indicate that rank/tenure/promotion issues may not be as salient and are not likely to attract the best candidates without attention to other factors. Faculty members were also concerned with which classes they were going to teach, the number of classes they would teach, and the level of students with which they would be working. The responses to some of these items varied, suggesting that although some faculty may perceive working with undergraduate (or doctoral) students as a benefi t, others may see this as a liability. In addition, providing support for research, including potential collaboration opportunities, was also important to candidates.
Fourth, while the objective factors of salary and location appeared to be the most important, some subjective items were also important. Faculty wanted to go where they were wanted, felt that they fi t, and agreed with the goals of the hiring institution. The importance of these items suggests fi nding candidates who will fi t in well with the organization and then clearly communicating to them how they will fi t in and where their goals are consistent with the organizational goals. For example, the program may need someone with expertise in sport marketing. The program may want to focus on candidates with this specialization and then make sure the candidates understand this is where they will fi t. It is also important the organization shows it cares about and wants the candidate. Contacting desired candidates personally as soon as the advertisement appears and then following up on a regular basis can help create this impression.
Fifth, faculty members value reputation factors, such as the quality of the current sport management faculty and the reputation of the program. In fact, respondents frequently cited reputation in the open-ended responses and more than half of these (30) mentioned the current faculty. After salary and location, current faculty was the third most often cited item. The importance of these factors indicated it may be easier for those programs that already "have" to get more (i.e., the rich get richer). This has two important implications. One, those programs "without" will have to be particularly creative and/or generous to attract good candidates. In fact, developing programs may want to try to bring in two candidates together instead of starting with only one and should try to use each candidate to help recruit the other. Two, the fi eld may face a problem due to the best faculty clustering in a few programs. While one could argue that spreading the talent around would be best for developing the fi eld, this will not likely occur given the desires of faculty and their ability to choose among many options. This trend may increase if the more prominent programs increase the size of their faculty over time.
Sixth, respondents did not rate all items as very important. In particular, the critical contact factors were not as important as the objective and subjective factors. Although this would appear to suggest the recruiter is not a critical factor, it is important to note that the current study looked at the faculty membersʼ perceptions of the importance of the recruiter in possible future positions, not the impact of the recruiter in past searches. If the survey asked faculty about the importance of the recruiter after an actual interview, the responses may have been different. Moreover, respondents rated the items related to similarities with the recruiter as less important than items focusing on the style of the recruiter, which were at least somewhat important. Future research should focus on faculty membersʼ reactions to actual interviews and the importance placed on recruiters in these situations.
In addition to the critical contact factors, respondents did not indicate work setting or leadership opportunities as very important in either set of responses. This suggests departments need not focus as much time and resources on improving the physical facilities. Whereas these items were somewhat important, the responses indicated these were not key items to applicants. In addition, search committees should approach the possibility of leadership opportunities with some caution. The large variability in responses indicated that while some candidates would want those opportunities, others clearly would rather avoid administrative responsibilities. Again, a search committee that understands the desires of the candidate, as well as the organizationʼs needs, is in the best position to attract its top choice.
Finally, it is important to note the various subjective and objective factors may overlap in some cases. For example, offering candidates more money, rank, and/or tenure may be helpful in letting the candidates know the university wants them. Likewise, a university offering a larger salary to retain employees may increase its odds of success because the increased salary not only has economic benefi ts, but also demonstrates to employees their current university cares about them and wants to keep them.
Implications for Research Using the Job Choice Theory
The current study also has implications for future research on the job choice theory. In particular, the implications are greatest for research on higher education faculty. First, the study developed the fi rst scale to measure the various factors within the job choice theory in a higher education setting. Although the scale needs additional analysis, most of the Cronbach alphas were above .70, so there does appear to be some potential for the items generated in the current study. Future research could refi ne this list of items and improve on this measure. In addition, future research could examine a larger population of faculty and perform a factor analysis to help develop a more sophisticated motivation scale for use across academic disciplines. Second, the current study is the fi rst to examine the importance of the factors in job choice theory within a higher education setting. Whereas the study only indicates how sport management faculty rated the importance of these factors, future research across disciplines could now examine differences in the relative importance of factors in various disciplines to determine whether the responses of sport management faculty are consistent with or different from faculty in other disciplines. If differences do exist, researchers could then start to determine what factors (e.g., job market supply/demand ratio, revenue-generating potential) may affect the importance of various factors. For example, it is possible that sport management faculty were able to focus on money and location because those who are willing to move are facing a favorable supply/demand ratio (i.e., the demand for sport management faculty far exceeds the supply). Faculty in job markets in which the supply/demand ratio is not in their favor may focus on different factors as being most important.
Third, the results of the current study indicated that future researchers should be cautious about using only Likert scale evaluations of each item. The current study asked respondents to both rate the importance of items on a 7-point scale and list the three to fi ve most important items. The fi ndings indicated that some items rated as important on the 7-point scale were rarely or never mentioned in the open-ended listing question. Therefore, it appears possible that even though respondents may indicate that many things are very important, some items are the most important and researchers need to try to identify those items. For example, it may make sense to have respondents rank items in order of importance or have them evaluate descriptions of jobs in which these items are manipulated. Universities are always somewhat limited on what they can do to attract candidates, so fi nding the items most likely to impact decisions is important.
Finally, although the current study did not predict much of the variance in likelihood to leave, the results indicate that the items likely to attract faculty (i.e., salary) may also be important in trying to retain faculty. It follows that some other items within job choice theory may also affect decisions by faculty to stay at their current institution. Therefore, the scale in the current study developed to measure the factors that would appeal to faculty looking at a new position may also be useful in examining their attraction to their current job and better predict their likelihood of leaving. Again, since institutions have some limitations, understanding the factors that will help them retain their current sport management faculty will facilitate the effective administration and development of sport management programs.
